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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA

Kari Lake,
Contestor/Plaintiff,

V.

Katie Hobbs, personally as Contestee and
in her official capacity as Secretary of
State; Stephen Richer in his official
capacity as Maricopa County Recorder;
Bill Gates, Clint Hickman, Jack Sellers,
Thomas Galvin, and Steve Gallardo, in
their official capacities as members of the
Maricopa County Board of Supervisors;
Scott Jarrett, in his official capacity as
Maricopa County Director of Elections;
and the Maricopa County Board of
Supervisors,

Defendants.

Case No.

DECLARATION OF KURT OLSEN

[, Kurt Olsen, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1. [ am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

2. [ am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the District of Columbia.

3. [ am an attorney licensed in the State of Maryland and the District of Columbia.
4. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a fair and accurate copy of a document describing the

Elections Misinformation Reporting Portal which was produced in Missouri v. Biden, Case No.

3:22-cv-01213 (W.D. La.) (“Missouri First Amendment Litigation”).
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5. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a fair and accurate copy of an e-mail chain including a
request from the Arizona Secretary of State’s office involving the request for removal and
removal of two Twitter posts, which was produced in the Missouri First Amendment Litigation.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a fair and accurate copy of Protecting Critical
Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee Meeting, published by the
CISA Cybersecurity Advisory Committee on March 29, 2022.

7. Attached as Exhibit 4 is a fair and accurate copy of a complaint submitted by the
Arizona Secretary of State reporting a private Facebook post claiming President Trump won the
2020 election in Arizona.

8. Attached as Exhibit 5 is a fair and accurate copy of an interim report prepared by
Arizona Attorney General Mark Brnovich for Arizona Senator Karen Fann dated April 6, 2022.

9. Attached as Exhibit 6 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Andrew
Myers.

10.  Attached as Exhibit 7 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Yvonne
Nystrom.

11.  Attached as Exhibit 8 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Jacqueline
Onigkeit.

12. Attached as Exhibit 9 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Denise
Marie.

13.  Attached as Exhibit 10 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Leslie

White.
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14.

Baris.

15.

Busch.

16.

17.

Kuchta.

Attached as Exhibit 11 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Richard

Attached as Exhibit 12 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Shelby

Attached as Exhibit 13 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Clay Parik.

Attached as Exhibit 14 is a fair and accurate copy of the Declaration of Kelly “KJ”

[ declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

B

Dated: December 9, 2022 Kurt Olsen



F-EDMQC-1016-5 Rev: L.R.D. 06/09/2014



CONFIDENTIAL

Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 1 of 111 PagelD #:
2749

Elections Misinformation Reporting Portai

Benefits to election officials
» Asingle place (i.e., the portal) for reporting mis- and disinformation across multiple
social media platforms with a streamlined, consistent user experience.
» An ability to report activity that occurs on multiple platforms at the same time.
* Visihility of what's going on with mis- and disinformation in the election's community
within and outside their jurisdictions, including to see trends and be able to strategically
respond.

Benefits to social media platforms
o Consistent reports of mis- and disinformation that include a standard, consistently
formatted set of information fields (type of report, screenshots, links, as well as
narrative explanation of the concern.
¢ An ability to accept reports without having to vet the submitter, as those submitters will
already be vetted by the election’s community upon registration in the portal. This wilt
enable them to respond more quickly to a given election official's first report.

Benefits to state-level elections offices and national assaciations (NASS, NASED)

o The ability to look across the elections jurisdictions to identify patterns and potential
impact of misinformation activity. This will permit naticnal-level organizations to help
put priority on response actions and make decisions regarding media engagement in
parallef with actions taken by the social media companies. ‘

¢ An opportunity to focus efforts at the national level to improve the overall health of the
election administration across the country.

s Redirecting resources spent on assisting election offices with reporting to those focused
on remediation activities.

Benefits to voters
* More accurate election information available atany given time
¢ Mare rapid correction of erroneous information, leading to more voter confidence
s An overall healthier, more productive social media environment.

MOLA_DEFSPROD_00001270
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CONFIDENTIAL
Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 45 of 111 PagelD #:

2793
Fram: _@twitter.com]
Sent: 1/7/202110:58:39 PM
To: Misinformation Reports [misinformation@cisecurity.org]
cc: I I & < 52 chs gov]; gov@twitter.com
Subject: Re: FW: Election Related Misinformation

CAUTION: This email originated fromoutside of DHS. DO NOT clicklinks or open attachments unless you recognize and/ortrust the
sender. Contact your component SOC with questions or concerns.

Thank you, - Both Tweets have been removed from the service.

Thank you,

On Thy, Jan 7, 2021 at 3:53 PM_@i@t_tg_c_mg> wrote:
Thank you, We will escalate.

On Thu, Jan 7, 2021 at 3:44 PM Misinformation Reports <misinformationfdcisecurity.org™> wrote:

- Twitter,

Please see this report below from the Arizona SOS office. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Cc:- T am not sure the best contact email to send this to at Twitter.

Thanks,

From: [ 2205 20~
Sent: Thursday, January 7, 2021 326 PM
To: Misinformation Reports <misinformationf@cisecurity.org>

Ce: 2z508.90V>, (1) az508. 20 V>

Subject: Election Related Misinformation

Hello,

I'm N communications director for the Office of the Arizona Secretary of State.

I'am flagging this twitter account for your review.

MOLA_DEFSPROD_00008586
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Case 3:22-cv-01213-TAD-KDM Document 71-8 Filed 08/31/22 Page 46 of 111 PagelD #:

- o
12 Whist are you hlding?
@ Home N
} Qﬂj@fuﬁ
H  Explore }jnmc::
. N You might fike

£ motifications What aro you hiding?

' ’ '; AnjonaCommuniya
v d e - R d

1 Messages v fan
‘ @Samucuwne

[] Bookmarhks hd o d
w TheBlugfasmiy

@ Usts Doaa ety et P

8 profite - What are you Hdingl _

- T
@ More What's happening
“What are yau herngt
ey SR o :
A o PR Hationat Guurd 1o teman sxifee
E roen oo R In BC thisugh Inauyuration Day, m

wecosding (o ceplrts

v ayoniong: [
L L RN Y

e YaoligShaw et
©

Lamg Davey

Of specific concem to the Secretary of State are the following tweets:

https//ftwitter.cot status/1346451683384160257

hitps//twitter.co status/1346233687160008704

Reason: These messages falsely assert that the Voter Registration System is owned and therefore operated by
foreign actors.

This is an attempt to further undermine confidence in the election institution in Arizona,

Thank you for your consideration in reviewing this matter for action.

Sincerely,

This message and attachments may contain confidential information. If it appears that this message was sent
to you by mistake, any retention, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message and attachments is
strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete the message and any
attachments.
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Protecting Critical Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee
Meeting
March 29, 2022

Purpose of Meeting

The purpose of the CISA Cybersecurity Advisory Committee (CSAC) Protecting Critical infrastructure from
Misinformation & Disinformation (MDM) Subcommittee meeting was to hear a brief from Mr. Stephen Richer,
County Recorder in Maricopa, AZ, on current election processes and needs among elections officials and to
discuss CISA’s role in the MDM space. Subcommittee members also heard a brief from Ms. Kim Wyman, Senior
Election Security Lead, CISA, on CISA's current election-specific actions to combat MDM.

Discussion

Ms. Megan Tsuyi, Designated Federal Officer (DFO) for the CSAC and the MDM Subcommittee brought the
meeting to order and turned the meeting over to the Chair, Dr. Kate Starbird and Ms. Kim Wyman.

Dr. Kate Starbird, Associate Professor, Human Centered Design & Engineering, University of Washington, MDM
Subcommittee Chair and Ms. Kim Wyman, Senior Election Security Lead, CISA, introduced Mr. Stephen Richer,
County Recorder in Maricopa, AZ.

Mr. Richer thanked the subcommittee for their partnership to ensure safe, secure, and reliable elections across
the country by fighting current and emerging misinformation and disinformation threats, and provided an
overview of his background. Mr. Richer was elected in November 2020 and is responsible for the recording of
election documents, a voter registration database of 2.6 million registered voters—the second largest county
voter database in the nation—, and the administration of elections. He identified a shift in public interestin how
elections are administered in 2016 and outlined how his office has refined their messaging to stay on pace with
the public’s increased interest. One way his office has met the demand of increased public interest is through
media engagement. He stated that the 2020 elections provided media the opportunity to learn about elections
and the mechanics behind administering elections. He discussed new and difficult challenges with how the
nature of the media landscape has changed considerably. Such changes include that all outlets are not held to
the same journalistic standards, many are not open to government feedback, and they are not concerned with
releasing correct information.

Mr. Richer walked the subcommittee through three examples to illustrate situations his office is currently facing
to include:

o Misinformation: A news release by Gateway Pundit provided factually inaccurate reporting
announcing that Maricopa County elections officials held an unannounced meeting at the election
and tabulation center. This meeting was, in fact, a publicly announced tour with members of the
public and legislators from both parties.

o Disinformation: A doctored image tweet of an election management server room depicted to
suggest the server was connected to the internet to manipulate the election results. The server
was, in fact, air gapped, only accessible to three people, and hard wired without internet
connection. The image was doctored from a photo taken from the live streaming cameras and
was easily disproved.

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 1

EXHIBIT 3

MO A NEFQPRAN NNN1137R



AN TN T Il

CISA
CYBERSECURITY

ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

o Malinformation: Abuse of Arizona’s permissive public records process. In 2019, Maricopa County
received 30-40 public records requests. In 2021, they received over 350 requests ranging from
requests to produce everything related to the 2020 election to all email communications related
to elections, to all the rules and processes on how the elections are administered. This example
highlights how individuals can use lawful means to burden a system already stretched thin.

e Mr. Richer expressed concern that if the elections landscape continues like this, the pressure on his staff will
continue to build and it will become difficult to perform statutory responsibilities needed to establish safe,
credible, and fair elections.

e After cautioning the subcommittee on the current and emerging problems among elections officials, Mr. Richer
identified opportunities for CISA support. These opportunities include:

o Educate the public and determine how people are manipulating the public’s understanding of the
truth;

o Funding and resources;

o Intelligence and metrics;

¢ Partnership with social media; and

o Share best practices on pre-bunking

e Mr. Richer shared his current efforts of releasing information on websites, educating poll workers, and calling out
MDM posts online. Mr. Richer thanked the subcommittee for their support and opened the meeting to questions.

¢ Subcommittee members deliberated on what CISA’s role and the government’s role should be in this space.
0 Ms. Suzanne Spaulding, Senior Advisor for Homeland Security and Director of the Defending

Democratic Institutions Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), asked Mr. Richer to
evaluate the credibility of the federal government and CISA in rumor control. Mr. Richer notes that
CISA's credibility and the credibility of the federal government is lowest with populations most in
need of assistance and most in disbelief of the accuracy of the 2020 election resuits. Mr. Richer
suggested that local citizens within the communities remain the most trusted sources of
information and upheld the credibility of main media institutions, social media companies such as
Twitter and Facebook, and encouraged the business community to mobilize and share
information from CISA.

o Ms. Spaulding identified a potential recommendation to CISA to better consider what audiences
they are targeting in their messaging and information campaigns. Mr. Richer suggested that CISA
hold bootcamps for media representatives such as FOX News or CNN to enhance media’s
understanding of how elections are administered, as well as work with members of Congress to
reach the information leaders.

o Dr. Starbird asked how CISA can help Mr. Richer reach constituents directly. Mr. Richer stated
that he could benefit from CISA's expertise in identifying and articulating how a more
sophisticated deep fake could happen.

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 2
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o Mr. Michael Moore, Cybersecurity Director, Maricopa County Recorders Office, identified public
education campaigns as the greatest area for CISA support. He recommended that CISA launch
marketing campaigns to better reach wide audiences on misinformation and disinformation.

o Mr. Richer cautioned that the federal government cannot stay silent and identified a void in the
immediate aftermath of the 2020 election that allowed false information to circulate unchecked.
He encouraged CISA to flood the zone with factua! information.

o Ms. Wyman asked if Mr. Richers’ office partners with any universities or academic institutions. Mr.
Richer noted that they mostly partner with community colleges in Arizona but are currently
working with elections projects from MIT and University of Chicago as well as data analysts in
Arizona to show the validity of the 2020 election. Mr. Richer identified the judiciary as key
components of the 2020 election in upholding the truth and process.

¢ Subcommittee members discussed challenges of releasing correct information in a landscape of misinformation
and disinformation in a timely matter.

o Ms. Vijaya Gadde, Legal, Public Policy, and Trust and Safety Lead, Twitter, encouraged the
elections hoards to release credible information which would enable social media companies to
redirect misinformation and disinformation claims to accurate information. In the absence of
reported factual information, Ms. Gadde explained that social media companies are only able to
remove false information without redirecting the public to credible sources.

o Ms. Gadde shared the effectiveness of pre-bunking on Twitter. She reported a decline in the
spread of false information when correct information was shared early and often ahead of an
event.

o Mr. Richer identified the challenge of choosing to act quickly with 95% confidence, or waiting a
few days to act with 99% confidence before responding to ensure there is no truth in the
perceived falsity and to back up the correct reporting with three additional sources. Ms. Gadde
shared that the vast majority of a tweet’s impressions occur within the first 24 hours of posting
and cautioned that waiting to correct the information leaves consumers to digest false
information.

o Ms. Wyman highlighted the work with the Election Infrastructure Government Coordinating
Council (GCC) to create incident response planning guides to encourage jurisdictions to
troubleshoot potentiai attack points in advance to craft a plan.

e Subcommittee members identified pre-bunking as a main recommendation for CISA to encourage state and local
elections officials to release accurate information on the administration of elections prior to misinformation and
disinformation campaigns.

¢ Dr. Starbird thanked Mr. Richer and Mr. Moore for attending and turned the meeting over to Ms. Wyman to
provide a brief presentation on CISA’s election-specific actions within the MDM scope.

¢ Ms. Wyman shared examples of Geoff Hale's work on CISA’s overall approach to MDM and her current efforts to
create resources and tools for state and local partners to use, such as the resource guide for MDM planning prior

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 3
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to elections. She noted the importance of targeting different age groups and demographics to build societal
resilience against MDM in different spaces.

eliberative Process

o Dr. Starbird thanked the subcommittee for their participation. Ms. Megan Tsuyi identified the next meeting date is
set for April 12 and adjourned the meeting.

Action Items

e Al: Ms. Suzanne Spaulding is contacting the Brunswick Group and Harvard University for information on the D3P
study.

CSAC MDM Subcommittee March 29, 2022 4
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Attendees*
Participants

Name

Dr. Kate Starbird, Chair
Ms. Vijaya Gadde

Mr. Geoff Hale

Ms. Suzanne Spaulding
Ms. Alicia Tate-Nadeau
Ms. Kim Wyman

Other Meeting Attendees

Name

Mr. Marcus Milam
Mr. Michael Moore
Ms. Devi Nair

Ms. Abby Raddatz
Mr. Stephen Richer
Ms. Allison Snell
Ms. Claire Teitelman

Organization

University of Washington
Twitter

CISA

CSIS

lllinois Emergency Management Agency (IEMA)

CISA

Organization

Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
CSIS

Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office
CISA

JP Morgan Chase

Government and Contractor Support

Name

Ms. Megan Tsuyi, DFO
Mr. Hanny Ayad

Ms. Mariefred Evans
Mr. Maurice Hudson
Mr. Tony Messer

Ms. Dana Ripley

*Meeting was held via Teams/teleconference

Organization

CISA

MountChor Technologies
TekSynap

Arcfield

Arcfield

Arcfield

CSAC MDM Subcommittee

March 29, 2022
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PROTECTING CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE FROM MISINFORMATION &
DISINFORMATION SUBCOMMITTEE

BRIEFER BIOGRAPHY

3 Mr. Stephen Richer
County Recorder
Maricopa, AZ

i Stephen Richer is the Maricopa County Recorder in Phoenix, Arizona. He
7 was elected in November 2020 and assumed office in January 2021. As
1 Recorder, Stephen runs an office of 165 full time employees and is
responsible for the recording of public documents, the county’s voter
registration database of 2.6 million voters, and the administration of the
county’s elections - 62% of the voting population of Arizona.

Prior to beginning his term as Recorder, Stephen worked as a lawyer and
a business person.

Stephen was named “Republican Politician of the Year - 2021" by Phoenix New Times and “Arizonan
of the Year - 2021” by The Arizona Republic.

Stephen holds a B.A. from Tulane University and both an M.A. and J.D. from The University of
Chicago. Stephen received the Presidential Volunteer Service Award, Gold Class, from President
George W. Bush in 2006.

CSAC Protecting Critical Infrastructure from Misinformation & Disinformation Subcommittee 1
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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From: Jannelle Watson [jannelle@fb.com)

Sent: 11/6/202010:14:11 AM

To: Misinformation Reports [misinformation@cisecurity.org]; Scully, Brian [brian.scullyl @cisa.dhs.gov]; CISA Central
[central@cisa.dhs.gov]; CFITF [cfitf@hq.dhs.gov]; tips @2020partnership.atlassian.net

CcC: kmatta@azsos.gov

Subject: Re: Case #CIS-MIS000182: Misinformation postthat Trump already won AZ

CAUTION: This email originated fromoutside of DHS. DO NOT clicklinks or open attachments unless you recognize and/or trust the
sender. Contact your component SOC with questions or concerns.

Thanks for sending this over—we’re lockingintoit.

Jannelle Watson
[].S. Politics & Government Outreach

E: jannelle/eidb com

FACEBOOK

From: Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>

Date: Friday, November 6,2020 at 10:09 AM

To: Brian Scully <brian.scullyl@cisa.dhs.gov>, Central CISA <central@cisa.dhs.gov>, "cfitf@hqg.dhs.gov"
<cfitf@hg.dhs.gov>, "tips @2020partnership.atlassian.net" <tips@2020partnership.atlassian.net>,
Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>

Cc: Jannelle Watson <jannelle@fb.com>

Subject: Case #CIS-MIS000182: Misinformation post that Trump already won AZ

Brian and EIP, | included Facebookin this report.

Misinformation report: (private) Facebook post that Trump already won AZ

From: Ken Matta <kmatta@azsos.gov>

Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 9:54 AM

To: Misinformation Reports <misinformation@cisecurity.org>
Subject: Fake statement by Arizona Election Worker about fraud

Hi There.

https://www.facebook.com/photo.php ?fbid=39667549733524658&set=p.3966754973352465&type=3

This post was on a private FB page, above. I'veincluded ascreenshot.

Thank you!

EXHIBIT 4
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Ken Matta
Information Security Officer
Arizona Secretary of State’s Office

- Email: kmatta@azsos.gov
Office: 602-926-3828
KATIE HOBBS :
SECRETARY OF STATE Cell: 602-513-3945
Stafe of Anizena

This message and any messages in response tothe sender of this
message may be subject toa public records request,

This message and attachments may contain confidential information. If it appears that t his message was sent to you by
mistake, any retention, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message and attachments is strictly prohibited.
Please notify the senderimmediately and permanently delete the message and any attachments.

MO A NFFQIPRAN NNNNRARTA



F-EDMQC-1016-5 Rev: L.R.D. 06/09/2014



MARK BRNOVICH OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
ATTORNEY GENERAL STATE OF ARIZONA

April 6, 2022

The Honorable Karen Fann
Arizona State Senate

1700 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

RE: Interim Report - Maricopa County November 3, 2020 General Election
Dear President Fann:

Six months ago the Arizona Attorney General’s Office (the “Office”) received reports
sent from the Arizona State Senate concerning its Maricopa County Forensic Election Audit. In
addition, the Attorney General’s Election Integrity Unit (ETU) has reccived and is reviewing
additional complaints alleging election failures and potential misconduct that occurred in 2020.

Our team of EIU investigators and attorneys has now collectively spent thousands of
hours reviewing the Senate’s audit reports and other complaints, conducting interviews, and
analyzing Maricopa County’s ¢lection system and processes. We have reached the conclusion
that the 2020 election in Maricopa County revealed serious vulnerabilities that must be addressed
and raises questions about the 2020 election in Arizona.

As our state’s chief law enforcement officer, | am very concerned by any potential
vulnerabilities in our state’s election systems, including those that the audit and other complaints
have alleged. The EIU’s review has uncovered instances of election fraud by individuals who
have been or will be prosecuted for various election crimes.' The EIU’s review is ongoing and ‘
we are therefore limited in what we can disclose about specific criminal and civil investigations.
Thus, this interim report will focus on what our office can presently share and the current status
of our review,

We can report that there are problematic system-wide issues that relate to early ballot
handling and verification. The early ballot signature verification system in Maricopa County is
insufficient to guard against abuse. At times election workers conducting the verification process
had only seconds to review a signature. For example, on November 4, 2020, the Maricopa

' See Arizona Attorney General’s Office - Fraud & Special Prosecutions Section, Prosecutions
Related to Voting or Elections Since 2010, available at
- https://www.azag.gov/sites/default/files/docs/criminal/viu/EIU_Prosecutions_February 2022-02-

02.pdf.pdf.

2005 NorrH Central AVENUE, PHormi, Aktons 85004 © PHors 602,542 4266 o Fax B02.542. 4085 ¢ winw Azat.cov
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The Honorable Karen Fann
April 6, 2022
Page 2 of 12

County Recorder verified 206,648 carly ballot affidavit signatures, which resulted in an average
of 4.6 seconds per signature. There are simply too many early ballots that must be verified in too
limited a period of time, thus leaving the system vulnerable to error, fraud and oversight,

Moreover, our review has determined that in multiple instances, Maricopa County failed
to follow critical procedures when transporting carly ballots from drop locations to the election
headquarters. It is estimated that between 100,000 and 200,000 ballots were transported without
a proper chain of custody. Because most voters in Arizona now choose to vote by carly ballot, it
1s imperative that the processes for handling and verification of carly ballots be strengthened
before the 2022 elections per our recommendations below.

The first half of this report discusses document production issues we have confronted
with Maricopa County and the EIU’s ongoing review of the Senate’s audit reports and other
complaints. The rest of this report then sets forth our election integrity concerns and
recommendations in the areas of early-ballot signature verification, ballot drop boxes, use of
private grant monies by election officials, election document preservation and transparency, and
our ongoing actions to defend election integrity in active litigation,

I. Document Preservation & Production Issues

Our ongoing review of the Senate’s audit reports requires that we carefully assess the
Maricopa County election system and processes. Maricopa County has not always timely and
fully responded to our requests for records, necessitating follow-up correspondence or additional
requests. The most recent response from Maricopa County came just yesterday. Similar to the
manner in which it responded to the Senate subpoena, Maricopa County occasionally chose a
combative and/or litigious approach to providing requested information rather than assuming a
posture of transparcmcy.2 Because we do not have civil subpoena authority, this has necessarily
delayed the EIU in investigating all issues.

Following the receipt of the Senate’s audit report, the EIU sent its First Request to
Maricopa County on September 27, 2021, to notify Maricopa County that all materials related to
the 2020 elections should be preserved, including all potentially relevant materials related to the
2020 General, Primary, and Presidential Preference Election. Maricopa County initially
interpreted the letter as an attempt to sequester all election equipment and twice threatened legal
action. The E1U reiterated the letter’s stated purpose, to preserve the data contained on the
equipment, not to sequester or prevent its ordinary use.

The EIU sent the Second Request to Maricopa County on October 7, 2021, requesting
Maricopa County provide “all written procedures, policies, guidelines, and manuals (excluding
the 2019 Elections Procedures Manual and the related Addendum) used by Maricopa County to
conduct the 2020 General Election, whether official or unofficial, whether issued or written by
Maricopa County or another county, agency, vendor, or third-party, including the original and

> The Attorney General’s Office filed an amicus brief in support of the State Senate’s ability to
subpoena information from Maricopa County involving the 2020 elections. See Minute Entry
supra note 1, at p. 3.
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subsequent updates to those documents” and included “emails, memos, or other communications
that provided temporary, preliminary, or permanent changes to any procedures, policies,
guidelines, and manuals during the course of the 2020 General Election.”

Maricopa County provided the first set of responsive documents on or around February 1,
2022, nearly four months after the initial request. The EIU’s initial review found several
deficiencies, including Maricopa County’s failure to provide internal policies and procedures that
had been disclosed to litigants in various court proceedings, but were noticeably absent from the
document set.

The EIU sent the Third Request to Maricopa County on March 9, 2022, renewing the
request for a/l written procedures, policies, guidelines, and manuals, noting certain documents
known to exist, but not provided. In addition, the Third Request included a new request for
records related to mismatched signatures initially identified by a third-party review of ballot
affidavit signatures but also independently verified by the EIU as potentially problematic ballot
affidavit signatures. Notably, it was on March 23, 2022, only after Senator Kelly Townsend
issued a subpoena to Maricopa County, that it acknowledged receipt of the Third Request. In
Maricopa County’s response, three of the documents identified as missing from the initial
response were provided, but documents such as any written procedures regarding the extra-
statutory “‘Household Exchange” program used by Maricopa County to rehabilitate early ballot
affidavits signed by the wrong household member remain outstanding. In addition, no emails or
internal communications relating to the informal procedures have been provided to date.

On March 24, 2022, Maricopa County provided a partial response to our request for the
signature files of the ballot affidavits that the ETU identified as being problematic. Instead of
sending all signatures on file, as well as any historical records of attempts to cure, Maricopa
County sent the ballot affidavit signature and one exemplar from the file. Many of the exemplars
were from the August 2020 Primary, and virtually none were from the original voter registration
form.

The Office is still receiving new information that is relevant to its ongoing review of the
Maricopa County election systems. This includes materials from Maricopa County, which has
not fully complied with the Office’s document requests. It also includes the completion of
Special Master Shadegg’s report that was released on March 23, 2022, and the Auditor General’s
Report on voting systems and private monies that was released on March 30, 2022, See Section
V, infra. The Office is also reviewing newer analyses of carly ballot signatures and potential
ballot harvesting.

Conclusion: The Office’s investigation is still developing in material ways. The Office
has been sending repeated requests for information from Maricopa County, and new information
is coming in, including as recently as yesterday. This Interim Report comes at the six-month
mark after the Senate sent its reports to the Attorney General. Investigations (civil and criminal)
of this magnitude and complexity take many months if not years to complete,

To address the deficiencies and delays in the manner in which Maricopa County has
chosen to cooperate with the EIU, we recommend that the laws be changed to require the
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immediate production of information when requested by the Arizona Attorney General. Notably,
if Senate Bill 1475 had passed, it would have provided the Attorney General civil subpoena
power, mirroring the AGO’s civil powers under Arizona’s Open Meeting Laws. See A.R.S. § 38-
431.06. Absent such civil subpoena power, the AGO remains limited to submitting public
records requests. Such power will help expedite the Office’s review, but investigations of this
magnitude take substantially longer than the present six months to complete.

I1. Early Voting Signature Verification

Mail-in voting is and has been a facet of' Arizona law, but the opportunity for fraud
increases the moment a ballot leaves the protective custody of the election official and enters the
postal system. The bipartisan Commission on Federal Election Reform chaired by former
President Jimmy Carter and former Secretary of State James Baker identified this concern and
noted that absentee ballots are vulnerable to abuse in several ways that are difficult to detect, and
therefore steps must be taken to reduce the risks of fraud and abuse. Report of the Comm’n of
IFed. Election Reform, Building Confidence in U.S. Elections 46-47 (Sept. 2005). Although steps
have been taken to reduce this fraud, including the enactment of Arizona’s ballot harvesting ban,
it is imperative that additional steps be taken to provide for a stronger and more uniform early
ballot signature verification system and to increase transparency so that party observers can
actually see the signature verification process in real time and lodge any objections, which
should then be adjudicated in a fair manner. Each of these recommendations is discussed below,

There must be stronger procedures in place for early-ballot signature verification, and
those procedures need to be uniform across the state, Under state law, an early ballot is not
complete, and cannot be counted, unless and until it includes a signature on the ballot affidavit.
Once received, election workers at the county recorder’s office are required to compare the
signature on the affidavit with the signature in the voter’s registration record. A.R.S. § 16-
550(A). If election officials determine that the signature matches that on file, the ballot is
counted. If, on the other hand, election officials determine that the signature on the ballot
affidavit does not match that on file, then the ballot cannot be counted unless the voter verifies
the signature. Requiring a match between the signature on the ballot affidavit and the signature
on file with the State is currently the most important clection integrity measure when it comes to
carly ballots.

The Ninth Circuit acknowledged, in response to a constitutional challenge to the deadline
for submitting signed ballot affidavits, that “Arizona requires early voters to return their ballots
along with a signed ballot affidavit in order to guard against voter fraud.” Ariz. Democratic Party
v. Hobbs, 976 F.3d 1081, 1085 (9th Cir. 2020). Election officials, therefore, must be extremely
diligent in ensuring that early ballot aftidavit signatures match those on file with the State.
Regardless of the sheer quantity of carly ballots received, the administrative burdens imposed by
verifying each one, or for any other reason, election officials and their staffs cannot violate their
statutory duty to match every signature.

Early voting is widely used in Arizona: 79% of Arizona voters cast early ballots in 2018
and that number reportedly increased to 89% for the 2020 General Election. With over 3.4
million ballots cast in the General Election, Arizona clections officials were required to match
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signatures on over 3 million early ballot affidavits during a five to six-week period in 2020. This
large number of early ballots combined with the administrative burden of confirming every one
of the signatures submitied in a very short period of time, when not administered diligently,
could resulf in election officials accepting early ballot affidavits that should not otherwise be
approved without further verification.

Statistics for Maricopa County, for example, over the last three election cycles reflect that
the number of early ballots rejected because of missing and mismatched signatures is trending
down. During the 2016 General Election, when Helen Purcell was county recorder, Maricopa
County received 1,249,932 mail-in ballots. Of that amount, Maricopa County rejected 2,209
early ballots because of missing signatures and 1,451 early ballots because of mismatched
signatures.

Just two years later, during the 2018 General Election, after Adrian Fontes became
county recorder, Maricopa County received 1,184,791 early ballots, just 65,141 less than in
2016. Yet the number of early ballots rejected in 2018 because of missing signatures (only
1,856) and mismatched signatures (only 307) declined significantly—the number of missing
signature ballots decreased by 353 and the mismatched signature ballots decreased by 1,144 (a
79% decrease). By comparison, Pima County received 302,770 early ballots (882,081 less than
Maricopa) and rejected 488 (135 more than Maricopa) because of mismatched signatures.

During the 2020 General Election, Maricopa County saw a significant increase in the
number of early ballots, receiving 1,908,067 early ballots (an increase of 723,276 early ballots).
Yet the number of early ballots rejected because of missing signatures continued its dramatic
decrease (to only 1,455 ballots) and the number of early ballots rejected because of mismatched
signatures increased only slightly (to 587 ballots).” To be sure, Maricopa County has explained
that the number of early ballots rejected for mismatched signatures during the 2020 General
Election was impacted by the Legislature’s creation of a 5-day post-election cure period for
mismatched signatures. But the existence of that cure period in 2020 does not explain the
dramatic decrease—on an absolute or percentage basis—of ballots with missing signatures from
2016 to 2020 or the dramatic decrease in carly ballots with mismatched signatures from 2016 to
2018. One possible explanation for these trends, and the AG acknowledges there could be others,
is that Maricopa County became less diligent with signature review beginning in 2018,

Certain data stemming from litigation following the 2020 General Election is also
instructive. In November 2020, certain individuals filed an clection challenge under A.R.S. § 16-
672. In connection with that challenge, the trial court ordered that the parties’ counsel and
retained forensic experts could review 100 randomly selected early ballot affidavits and conduct
a signature comparison of ballot affidavits where a signature match had occurred. Ward v.
Jackson, CV2020-015285, 2020 WL 13032880, *3 (Maricopa Cnty. Super. Ct. Dec. 4, 2020).
Two forensic document examiners testified during an evidentiary hearing, one for the plaintiffs

* Pima County by contrast rejected nearly the same number of early ballots based on mismatched
signatures (572) despite receiving 1,479,386 fewer ballots.

* Early ballots with missing signatures were required to be cured prior to close of polls on
election day,
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and one for the defendants. The plaintiffs’ expert testified that of the 100 ballots reviewed, 6
signatures were “‘inconclusive,” meaning she could not testify that the signature on the
envelope/affidavit matched the signature on file.” Id. at *4. The forensic expert for Defendants,
who sought to defeat the election challenge, “testified that 11 of the 100 envelopes were
inconclusive, mostly because there were insufficient specimens to which to compare them.”” /d.

Neither of the forensic experts found any sign of forgery. /d.

Although the trial court rejected the election challenge and the Arizona Supreme Court
affirmed,® that does not render the forensic experts’ findings irrelevant for purposes of analyzing
whether current election procedures can be improved. And the fact that two forensic experts
could differ so widely on whether particular signatures matches were inconclusive (one thought
6 signatures were inconclusive, the other 11) and that defendants’ own expert concluded, less
than one month after the General Election, that 11% of signatures sampled were inconclusive,
suggests that improvement is needed.

The stresses on the mail-in voting system are largely driven by the combined population
growth and increased usage of early voting. With over 80 percent of the Maricopa County
electors choosing to vote eatly, there can be insufficient time for the county recorder to process
and verify the large volume of carly ballot affidavit signatures. Moreover, there is no uniform
procedure in place to assure that the ballot affidavit signatures are being processed correctly and
uniformly, not only in Maricopa County but throughout the State. The Arizona Secretary of State
has offered non-enforceable “guidance” to the county recorders regarding signature verification
but has never promulgated uniform procedures as required by A.R.S. § 16-452. Importantly, the
Secretary’s “guidance,” is insufficient and could create more issues than it purports to resolve.
See Briet of Amicus Curiae Attorney General Mark Brnovich, Section II(C), Arizona Republican
Party v. Hobbs, No. CV-22-0048-SA (Ariz.).

Our review determined that early ballot affidavit signature verification is often performed
in an expedited manner by individuals with limited training in signature analysis. Because of the
volume of early ballots that arrive close to or on election day and the limited time allowed by law
to verify signatures, the process can be rushed, which weakens the integrity of the verification.
Although we may have more to say about this process, we are concerned that the expedited
manner in which thousands of early ballot affidavit signatures are processed inevitably leads to a
diminished review. At times the election worker conducting the verification process has only
seconds to review a signature. For example, on November 4, 2020, the Maricopa County
Recorder verified 206,648 early ballot affidavit signatures, which resulted in an average of 4.6
seconds per signature.

Conclusion: We have reached three primary conclusions on this critical issue. First, the
carly ballot affidavit signature verification system in Arizona, and particularly when applied to
Maricopa County, may be insufficient to guard against abuse. We therefore recommend that the

> There was no indication in the trial court’s ruling rejecting the election challenge whether there
was overlap between the 6 affidavits that Plaintiffs’ expert found inconclusive and the 11
affidavits that Defendants’ expert found inconclusive.

S Ward v, Jackson, 2020 WL 8617817, *3 (Ariz. Dec. 8, 2020).
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law be amended to provide additional security for early ballots, including a requirement that
voters who choose to vote by early ballot provide some additional form of government
identification. We note that a referendum sponsored by Senator J.DD. Mesnard will ask voters at
the November 8, 2022 general election to put in place such requirements. See SCR 1012,
available at https://apps.azleg.pov/BillStatus/BillOverview/76391.

Second, the verification standard set forth in statute is insufficient to control the
discretion of local officials and must be addressed by Legislation. A.R.S. § 16-550(A) provides
that “the county recorder or other officer in charge of election shall compare the signatures [on
the early ballot envelopes] with the signature on the elector’s registration records.” This
requirement to “compare” should be expanded and clarified to provide what steps election
officials must take, including the minimum amount of time that should be spent reviewing cach
signature and an objection and appeal process. Given how important this check is, there must be
more specific requirements contained in statute.

Finally, we conclude that because signature verification is the most important current
check on early ballots, there must be opportunities for parties’ election observers to meaningfully
observe the signature verification process in real time and to raise objections if officials are not
doing their jobs to actually and accurately verify signatures. The Legislature should act to ensure
transparency on this check.

IIL.  Early Ballot Drop Boxes

The EIU received a complaint alleging that the Maricopa County Elections Department
violated the procedures that govern how early ballots are transferred from drop-off and drop-box
ballot locations to the Maricopa County Tabulation and Election Center (MCTEC). These are
early ballots that voters drop off at designated locations, including polling locations on election
day. The report specifically alleged that the County failed to maintain chain of custody and
properly document the retrieval, transportation, and count of the ballots.

The procedures for transporting these ballots to MCTEC during the 2020 general election
were governed by the 2019 EPM, which was adopted pursuant to A.R.S. § 16-452. Section 1.7 of
the 2019 EPM required at least two individuals with different political party affiliations to
retrieve the early ballots. The individuals retrieving the early ballots were then required to
document the location, date and time of arrival, time of departure, number of ballots, and follow
a strict protocol when securing the container of ballots. These procedures designed to preclude
ballot tampering are critical given the volume of early ballots that were dropped at these
locations during the 2020 general clection. Maricopa County reported that 901,976 ballots were
collected from drop box locations. Most of those ballots (729,858) were collected during the
early voting period from October 7, 2020 to November 2, 2020. The remaining 172,118 ballots
were returned from drop boxes at polling locations.

Our review uncovered multiple violations of ballot transportation procedures.
Specifically, our investigation confirmed that out of 1,895 Early Voting Ballot Transportation
Statements, 381 forms or 20% were missing required information. This included missing audit
signatures, missing ballot count fields, missing Election Department receiver signatures, missing
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courier signatures and missing documentation of security seals and lack of the two required seal
numbers. In other words, it is possible that somewhere between 100,000 and 200,000 ballots
were transported without a proper chain of custody.

Conclusion: Maricopa County failed to follow the EPM procedures when transporting
20% of the early ballots from drop box locations to MCTEC. And because the Secretary of State
did not present the Attorney General a lawful EPM for approval in 2021, as required by A.R.S. §
16-452, there is currently no EPM in place governing the 2022 elections, exacerbating the issue
for the upcoming election.

The Arzona Legislature should codify ballot custody and transportation procedures for
carly ballots using guidelines published by the U.S. Election Assistance Commission. See U.S.
E.A.C, Chain of Custody Best Practices (July 13, 2021) (available at
https://www.eac.gov/election-officials/chain-custody-best-practices). It is also recommended that
the legislature enact laws that increase transparency in early ballot chain of custody, including
the ability of observers from the political parties to monitor this process. Finally, because of the
security issues associated with voted early ballots sitting in bins and containers in remote
locations, the Legislature should enact laws that either prohibit drop box locations altogether or
limit them to early ballot voting centers, polling day locations, or other secure locations staffed
and closely monitored by election officials. House Bill 2238, sponsored by Representative Jake
Hoffman, would accomplish this recommendation by prohibiting the use of an unmonitored drop
box for receipt of voted ballots. See
https://apps.azleg.gov/BillStatus/BillOverview/76693?Sessionld=125.

1V. Use Of Private Grant Monies

To secure the purity of our elections, our laws prevent election officials and others from
influencing the manner in which electors choose to exercise their right to vote. During the 2020
elections almost $8 million dollars of private, nongovernmental grant monies were used by
Arizona Secretary of State Katie Hobbs, Maricopa County, and Pima County for various election
purposes as outlined in a report prepared by the Arizona Auditor General dated March 30, 2022.
Available at https://www.azauditor.gov/reports-publications/counties-state-agencies/secretary-
state-office/report/arizona-secretary-state. We are carefully reviewing this report to determine if
any election laws were violated through the use of these funds. Although our review is ongoing,
our initial findings raise serious concerns regarding the legality of certain expenditures.

As noted by the Auditor General, in the time since Secretary Hobbs, Maricopa County,
and Pima County received and used these private, nongovernmental grant monies, Laws 2021,
Ch. 199, §1 (adding A.R.S. § 16-407.01), was enacted, which prohibits the State and a city,
town, county, school district, or other public body that conducts or administers elections from
receiving or expending private monies for preparing for, administering, or conducting an
election, including registering voters. Specifically, effective September 29, 2021, the State and
its counties (and other political subdivisions) are statutorily prohibited from receiving the
aforementioned grant monies or similar monies. As a result of this new law, the election officials
may not use private grants or donations to perform their clection duties or engage in any type of
publicity campaign during the 2022 elections.
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V. Future Auditing Of Elections

In addition, the Legislature should enact legislation that expands the powers of the
Auditor General to conduct future audits of election systems. The Auditor General is well
positioned to perform this function and should be given the resources to handle such audits in
house in a professional and prompt manner. The Auditor General should be given authority to
request Attorney General assistance in obtaining documents and equipment in the possession and
custody of state and local officials. Periodic audits performed by the Auditor General, with
reports to the Legislature, will ensure that state and local officials are complying with the law,
identify shortcomings, and toster confidence in our state’s election systems.

V1. Increase The Penalties For Election Crimes And Protections For Whistleblowers

The Legislature should also consider increasing the penalties for election-related crimes
and adding protections for whistleblowers. Due to the difficulty in detecting ballot harvesting,
the Legislature should review whether it should increase the classification of the lelony for that
crime, The Legislature should also consider adding a crime where members of an organization,
including a non-profit or non-governmental organization, that knew or should have known
members (whether employees or volunteers) in their organization are engaged in widespread
ballot harvesting are subject to criminal liability.

The Legislature should also enact specific criminal penalties for anyone who tampers
with or damages a ballot-drop box in a way that could damage any ballots contained in such drop
box. Finally, the Legislature should consider strengthening criminal penalties for failure to
comply with a legislative subpoena or request by the Auditor General or Attorney General, and
the Legislature should strengthen protections for whistleblowers who are aware of any potential
wrongdoing. Such protections should be made retroactive, and permit whistleblowers to come
forward with evidence related to past elections as well.

VII. The Attorney General’s Office Is Vigorously Defending Arizona’s Election Integrity
Laws And Protecting The Legislature’s Powers

We all share a strong commitment to election integrity, and by any objective measure the
Office is fully engaged in successfully defending Arizona’s election integrity laws. The U.S.
Supreme Court recently observed in Brnovich v. DNC, 141 S. Ct. 2321 (2021), that the state has
a compelling interest in preserving the integrity of its election process and preventing voter
fraud. “Fraud can affect the outcome of a close election, and fraudulent votes dilute the right of
citizens to cast ballots that carry appropriate weight. Fraud can also undermine public confidence
in the fairness of elections and the perceived legitimacy of the announced outcome.” Id. at 2340.
It is imperative that our election system guard against fraud, abuse, mistake, and oversight. And
the Arizona Legislature must therefore be able to enact laws that “secure the purity of elections
and guard against abuses of the clective franchise.” Ariz. Const. art. 7, § 12.

Detending the integrity of our elections is one of’my top priorities as Attorney General.
We repeatedly and successfully defended Arizona’s election integrity laws from an onslaught of
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attacks in 2020, which include important victories in the following cases.

o Brnovichv. DNC, 141 S. Ct. 2321 (2021) (upholding Arizona’s ballot harvesting and out-
of-precinct voting laws against challenge under § 2 of the Voting Rights Act).

o Miracle v. Hobbs, 808 F. App’x 470 (9th Cir. 2020) (upholding Arizona’s law requiring
petition circulators to show up to court if subpoenaed).

o Ariz. Democratic Party v. Hobbs, 976 F.3d 1081 (9th Cir. 2020) (upholding law requiring
ballots to be signed by 7 p.m. on election day).

o MiFamilia Vota v. Hobbs, 977 FF.3d 948, 950 (9th Cir. 2020) (reversing erroneous lower
court decision extending voter registration deadline).

o Arizonans for Fuir Llections v. Hobbs, 454 F. Supp. 3d 910, 915 (D. Ariz. 2020), appeal
dismissed, No. 20-15719, 2020 WL, 4073195 (9th Cir. May 19, 2020) (upholding
prohibition on electronic signature gathering for initiatives).

o Arizonans for Second Chances v. Hobbs, 249 Ariz. 396 (2020) (also upholding
prohibition on electronic signature gathering for initiatives).

Most significant among these is Brnovich v. DNC, which was the most important election
integrity case decided by the U.S. Supreme Court in years. The case bears my name because |
stood up before the U.S. Supreme Court and defended Arizona’s common-sense laws protecting
against ballot harvesting and out-of-precinct voting. The Supreme Court ultimately ruled in our
favor by a 6-3 majority, decisively rejecting the Ninth Circuit’s erroneous decision that would
have hamstrung Arizona’s legitimate election integrity efforts and saddled the state with millions
of dollars in attorneys’ fees. You don’t have to take my word for it. Prominent liberal law
professor Erwin Chemerinsky lamented it as “the most important decision of 2021 " He said,
“Brnovich will make it much more difficult to challenge [common-sense election integrity
measures enacted by states,] and these laws could play a decisive role in the 2022 and 2024
elections.” Id. But for my office’s involvement there would be no Brrovich v. DNC decision,
period.

The Office is also actively protecting election integrity for the upcoming 2022 elections
and beyond. This includes defending against multiple lawsuits that have already been filed. In
August, Mi Familia Vota filed a lawsuit challenging SB 1003 and SB 1485 from the 2021
legislative session. Case No. 2:21-cv-01423 (D. Ariz.). These laws relate to carly voting
signature requirements and the active early voting list. The Office vigorously defended this case,
and the Plaintiffs conceded that they would not seek any injunctive relief for the 2022 elections.

Just last week, two lawsuits were filed challenging HB 2492 from the 2022 legislative
session, which relates to proof of citizenship when registering to vote. See Mi Familia Vota v.
Hobbs, No. 2:22-cv-00509 (D. Ariz.); Living United for Change in AZ v. Hobbs, No. 2:22-cv-
00519-SRB (D. Ariz.). The Office is actively defending these cases in advance of the 2022
elections. Finally, the Office is participating in Arizona Republican Party v. Hobbs, No, CV-22-

T Available at https://www.abajournal.com/columns/article/chemerinsky-most-significant-
supreme-court-cases-of-202 ]
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0048, at the Arizona Supreme Court, and asking the court to ensure that there is an Elections
Procedures Manual (EPM) in place for the 2022 elections. Having a lawful EPM in place for the
2022 elections is a major election integrity priority for the Office.

It is also important to note that the Office has supported the separation of powers and the
Legislature’s authority to subpoena election records so that it can have data and information to
make informed decisions on potential legislation. In the dispute between Maricopa County and
the Senate regarding the Senate’s subpoenas, the court ultimately agreed with the Office and the
Senate in Maricopa County et al. v. Fann, et al., CV2020-016840, Minute Entry at 15 (Maricopa
Cnty. Super. Ct. 3/1/2021).8 Later, the Senate issued another subpoena to Maricopa County,
which again refused to comply. The Office determined that this refusal was in violation of state
law, and Maricopa County subsequently complied.()

Arizona is successfully defending its election integrity laws in active litigation. Arizona
could have been like other states and had its laws judicially rewritten on the eve of an election, "
Arizona could have been like the Ninth Circuit majority held (but for Brnovich) and been
hamstrung in all of its future efforts to secure its elections. But, fortunately, Arizona has the
authority to enforce its existing laws and the freedom for its elected legislators to modify those
laws as circumstances change and experience shows that additional or different election integrity
measures are needed. In sum, Arizona can ensure that it is easy to vote and hard to cheat.

VIII. Conclusion

With each passing election, Americans on all sides of the political spectrum have less
confidence in the integrity of our elections. This is a crisis that should be addressed immediately
with bipartisan solutions grounded in the rule of law.

Public confidence in the fairness of elections is paramount. As clected officials, we can,
and must, do better for our constituents. Whether we agree with peoples’ reasons for questioning
election integrity or not, we should go above and beyond our call of duty to assure Americans
that each legal vote was counted, and no illegal votes were allowed.

This dilemma is not relegated to Republicans and the 2020 election. Democrats spent
years in uproar over the 2000 election after George W. Bush defeated Al Gore. And they
viciously questioned President Trump’s election in 2016. Congressional Democrats also
challenged the Electoral College count several times over the past two decades when their
candidate lost the race. It is dishonest to pretend that the 2020 election concerns are
unprecedented. Both sides have had their share of issues with elections processes and

8 Available ar hitps://www.azag. pov/sites/default/files/docs/press-

releases/records/3 1%20minutes%20entry.pdl

? See https://www.azag.gov/sites/default/tiles/docs/complaints/sb1487/21-

002/MCBOS 1487 Report-8-26.pdf.

' See, e.g.. Pennsylvania Democratic Party v. Boockvar, 238 A.3d 345, 354 (Pa. 2020), cert.
denied sub nom. Republican Party of Pennsylvania v. Degraffenreid, 141 S. Ct, 732 (2021).
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procedures, and it is time for Americans’ elected representatives to put aside political differences
and do what is necessary to reassure their constituents that every legal vote counts.

That’s why our office has taken election integrity so seriously—both before and after the
2020 election. Arizonans were extremely frustrated and angry that they were not receiving
answers (o questions that had been raised about the 2020 election. Our office has left no stone
unturned in the aftermath of the 2020 election. We supported the Arizona State Senate’s right to
conduct the audit of Maricopa County’s election, and we have followed up with several
investigations into the 2020 election.

As has been stated previously, the 2020 election in Maricopa County left significant holes
to be answered and addressed. All branches of government in this state must come together to
provide full assurance of the integrity of our elections and answer every outstanding question
from the 2020 election. That’s what our Office is committed to doing. We hope that this interim
report and cooperation with the legislative branch will continue to reassure Arizonans that
election integrity is of primary concern in our state,
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DECLARATION OF ANDREW MYERS

I, Andrew Myers, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1.

I am over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

I'am a citizen of the United States and of the State of Arizona.

I reside in Phoenix, Arizona,

From October 14, 2022, through November 15, 2022, I served as a part-time
employee of the County working as a level one signature verification worker. I also
performed ballot curing.

At my location, in the room where [ worked there were a total of about 15 people
reviewing and verifying signatures. We were divided into two rooms and the other
room had about 10 people working. In addition, there was also a night crew of several
people working from about 3 p.m. until about 7:30 p.m.

The process for signature verification of ballots was composed of two levels, and a
third level developed toward the end of the four weeks. Level one was composed of
part-time employees of the county who compared an image of the ballot envelope
against three images of a signature in the voter file which are normally the three most
recent images of voter forms. I performed level 1 review, and we were the most
inexperienced of all levels.

Ballot signatures at level one review were either approved or rejected; another way to
describe rejected ballots was that they were marked “exception.”

If a ballot signature was rejected, then it was automatically reviewed at level 2. Level
2 signature verification was composed of managers who were longer, part-time

employees of the county and had the most experience at signature verification. This

EXHIBIT 6



10.

11.

12.

13.

would also include the full-time managers and supervisors for the county. Review at
level 2 allowed the managers to view the same three images as level 1, but level 2
was also allowed to see additional images of the signatures in the entire voter file and
were allowed to zoom in on signature images.

There was a level 3 review of signatures developed at the end of the project. Level 1
workers were the most inexperienced workers and were being asked to overrule level
2’s decision on the excepted signatures. Level 1 was given the same access that level
2 had, which was first time many of the level 1 had seen the history of the voter’s
signatures. T did not take part in this, because I felt that I did not have enough
experience to overrule level 2 decision. Also, shortly after the request was made, 1
had to work on curing.

Level 2 managers were the full-time managers and supervisors, of the county and
some long-term part-time employees like Andrew.

When the excepted numbers grew the managers would resend those excepted
signatures back out into the general pool, hoping that someone would approve those
same signatures, which would thereby reduce the excepted signature load.

After the above signature review, the approved signature ballots were counted, and
the rejected signature ballots were sent into a process whereby the ballots could be
cured.

The bulk of what I did was curing. The curing process was as follows. Michelle
would bring a USPS bin with green affidavits. We would put a preprinted label on the
affidavit, marked “LS” for letter sent with that day’s date also preprinted on the label.

We would then take the “labeled” affidavits to Melissa, minus the affidavits that did
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15.

16.

17.

18.

not have phone numbers. Melissa would scan the green envelopes which would
generate an address label for each affidavit.

We would then put the address label on an envelope that was pre-stuffed with a letter
informing the voter that the county was having trouble verifying their signature. The
voter was given a phone number to the Star Center to assist with curing their ballot.
Thereafter, we would put the green envelopes in alphabetical order. I was responsible
for working through files beginning with letters M-Z. After everything was in
alphabetical order, we would start the curing process.

The curing process consisted of matching print outs from Star Center, a third-party
contractor, or the Text to Cure method. When we had a cure matched and approved,
we would paper clip the printout from Star Center or Text to Cure to the green
envelope and the supervisor would stamp “Signature Verified” and send it to
Runbeck to be rescanned. The text to cure process changed toward the end of the

election. We were no longer curing through the Text to Cure method but were only

using Star Center print outs. Celia said it took too long to print out text to cure and

- she would handle it.

Observers were allowed to watch and listen to my curing work. I rarely made calls.
The process in my curing room was controlled and there were really only two of us
doing the curing and putting labels on and matching print outs with green envelopes.
The first week I worked about thirty-five (35) hours over five days. I worked
primarily on curing, but in terms of signature verification, I processed about 3,000
ballots the first week. The rejection rate was about 15-20%, so about 450 to 600

ballots were rejected by me this first week.



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

The second, third and fourth week I worked about fifty (50) hours per week. | worked
on curing and do not believe I processed any signature verification on ballots in

weeks two, three and four.

The total ballots I processed for signature verification over four weeks was about

"3,000 arid the total ballots Trejected was about 450 to 600, but that was because

almost all of my time was spend on curing and not on signature verification.

In my room we had a white board that Michelle would update with the number of
ballots to be verified that day. Throughout the day Michelle would update the
progress the people were making in verifying signatures. The math never added up.
Typically, we were processing about 60,000 signatures a day. I would hear that
people were rejecting 20-30% which means I would expect to see 12,000 to 15,000
ballots in my pile for curing the next day. However, I would consistently see every
morning only about 1000 envelopes to be cured. We typically saw about one tenth of
the rejected ballots we were told we would see.

Andrew, one of the signature reviewers, would tell me every day that 1 was going to
get crushed the next day because he was excepting (rejecting) a “ton” of bad
signatures. However, we never saw a correlation.

I can only think of two explanations for why our cure pile was consistently only about
a tenth of the numbers we were expecting based on the information given to us by the
level 1 signature verification teams. The first explanation is that the signature
verification workers were incorrect. I do not think this is the case because I spoke
with many of them, and the difference was consistently ten times less than we

expected. The second explanation is that the level 2 managers who re-reviewed the



rejections of the level 1 workers were reversing and approving signatures that the
level 1 workers excepted and rejected. This seems to me to be the more likely
explanation. If this is the case, then the level 2 managers were changing about 90% of
the rejected signatures to accepted.

24.  The computer records show the number of signature rejections by all workers at all
levels. All approval of rejected ballots by level 2 should be evidenced on the
computer system.

25.  There was a black bin that held green envelopes where the voter told the caller during
the curing process that they had not voted, or it that was not their ballot.

26.  When I left work on my final day of November 15, I estimate that in my room there
were 5,000 uncured envelopes. There were a number of voters that were never able to
vote because they said that they went through the curing process, but their ballots
were never cured. I recall one lady in particular who sent an email claiming that she
had successfully completed the curing process but was told she was not cured. I did
my best to look through the above pile of 5,000 envelopes to resolve her situation.
Her ballot should have been in that batch, but it was not. This is simply one example

of the disorganized situation we experienced.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is true and correct.

Signed: LI// 4 i
Andrew Myers

Date: /2 j/' -7 / 2
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DECLARATION OF YVONNE NYSTROM
I, Yvonne Nystrom, hereby declare as follows under penalty of perjury:

1. Tam over the age of 18 and competent to make this declaration.

2. I am a citizen of the United States and of the State of Arizona.

3. Ireside in Mesa, Arizona.

4. From October 31, 2022, through November 15, 2022, and November 20, 2022 and
November 21, 2022. T served as a part-time employee of Maricopa County working as a
level 1 signature verification worker. It was my job to, among other things, perform
signature verification on ballots.

5. To perform our work, we were given the following materials, and were told to follow
them:

a. Attached as Exhibit A is the “Maricopa County Elections Department, 2022
General Election” manual,

b. Attached as Exhibit B is the “Electronic Adjudication Board Procedures,” and

c. Attached as Exhibit C is the “Maricopa County Elections Department VRAS
System-Research” manuel.

6. At my location, there were a total of 24 people reviewing and verifying signatures. We
were divided into two rooms. In addition, there was also a night crew, in which I was part
of the night crew, of about eight to ten people working 3 p.m. until about 7:30 p.m.

7. The process for signature verification of ballots is as follows:

a. There were three levels for signature verification. Level one was composed of

part-time employees of the county who compare an image of the ballot envelope

EXHIBIT 7



against one to three images of a voter’s signature in the voter file which are
normally the three most recent images of voter forms.

. ballot signatures at level one was either approved or rejected; another word for
rejected ballots was “exception.”

If a ballot signature was rejected then it was automatically reviewed at level 2.
Level 2 signature verification was composed of managers who were more
experienced employees of the county. Review at level 2 included the same images
as level 1, but level 2 was allowed to see more images of the signature in the
voter’s file, and was allowed to zoom in on signature images.

There was a level 3 review of signatures as well. It is not clear whether this third
level was part of level two or an additional level. In any event, I worked at level
one and it was my clear understanding that there were three levels of review, and
that each of the above levels had the ability to reverse a rejection of a ballot
signature. Level 2 could reverse level 1. Level three could reversed level 1 and/or
2. Level 3 managers also would send the whole managers “que” back to the level
1 part-time employees to review the signatures that had already been rejected by
level 1 and 2 personnel to accept the signatures or reject them again.

There were observers watching the review of level 1. Some observers in other
rooms were able to see some of level 2 managers. I do know that in my room for
the evening shift, the observers were not able to see or observe the managers in
my room.

After the above signature review, Runbeck batched ballots into categories for

those with approved signatures and rejected signatures. The accepted ballots were



sent to ballot processing and counted and the rejected signature ballots were sent
into a process whereby the ballot could be cured.

. The curing process was flawed for at least two reasons: (1) inadequate personally
1dentifiable information (“PII”’) and (2) an inability for the voter to see and verify
that their signature was in fact the signature being viewed by the curing worker.
The voter was on the phone and, of course, could not see signature that was being
viewed by the curing worker on the actual green envelope.

. The process for curing included a person who would call the voter at the number
listed on the green envelope. Most of the time, perhaps sixty to seventy (60% -
70%) of the time the person calling the alleged voter only had the name on the
ballot, the phone number and the address. This was because the curing worker
was not at a computer and was only able to look at the actual green envelope.
However, the person who sent the green envelope and ballot was permitted to
write a phone number on the green envelope that was mailed in that was different
from the one listed in their voter file. This occurred a number of times. There
were probably forty percent (40%) of phone numbers on the green envelopes that
were different from the number listed in the voter file. Of course, voters do
change phone numbers, but this seemed to be a very large number of different
numbers. The above struck me and the curing workers as odd.

Observers were allowed into the curing process, but not in some areas. Some of
the curing process occurred in the ballot processing room and the observers were
only allowed in a designated area in that room and that area was far away from

where the curing employees were working,



J. The part-time employees performing of the curing function were given a batch of
stickers to place on a ballot, including stickers indicating that a ballot was: “Letter
Sent (LS),” “Left Message (LM),” “Phone Disconnected (PD),” “Wrong Number
(WN),” “Verified (VER),” and other statuses. One of the problems with the
stickers was that workers were not controlled or kept accountable with access to
stickers and placement of stickers. Nothing prevented a worker from accessing
many “approved” stickers and placing them on ballots. Once stickers were placed
on ballots there was no record on the ballot or elsewhere to determined who
placed the sticker there; there were no individual identifying initials or signatures
on the sticker. The system was insecure and subject to abuse by permitting false
placement of approved stickers without accountability.

8. If a signature was rejected then it would be reviewed by the first level manager which
was William, Jeff Beimer, or Andrew George. Those are the three first level managers. If
these managers agreed with me and also rejected the signatures, then it went to the next
level managers, for second level manager approval. Those second level managers were
Aloma Richmond, Michelle Acker, Tony (Antonio) Ortiz, and Celia Nabor. Bill Gates
was occasionally there, but I don’t know if he performed signature verification review.
Scott Jarrett and Rey Valenzuela were co-elections directors, and they were there every
day. I am not sure if Scott and/or Rey performed signature verification of not, but they
were third level managers.

9. We had observers watching level 1 signature verifiers such as myself, but they did not

watch all level 2/3 managers who also performed approvals and rejections on signature



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

verification. There were times when my level 1 que of work was worked by a level 2 or
level 3 manager above me without observers watching their work.

My job was to review a scan of the actual green affidavit with the voter’s signatures and
to match the signature with one of the three (or less) signatures of the voter on file to
verify or reject the signature.

I worked a total of 16.5 hours in signature verification during the time I was working the
election. The other hours were spent in ballot processing, ballot duplication, ballot
adjudication and SEB (Special Elections Board).

It took me approximately a minute on each signed affidavit envelope to either approve or
reject a voter’s signature. Some affidavits took much less time due to no signature,
obvious wrong signature, a protected signature and such. Those signatures were
immediately rejected.

From my experience during my time, the rejection rate for bad signatures was
approximately thirty-five to forty percent (35% - 40%). The highest rate of rejection was
forty percent.

I do not know the rejection rate for others in my room, but I do know that a lot of people
working in my room said that they were also not verifying numerous signatures because
of how bad they were.

On November 15%, before we left for the last day of the job, Jacque and I questioned
Aloma about the remaining ballots requiring curing because there were still several bins
with about two to three thousand ballots to be cured. Aloma told us we were free to go

and to not worry about those thousands of ballots since they were only for the managers



16.

17.

to handle. However, it is my understanding that no observers monitored the curing
process of the managers.

The computer records from EVRT program showed the number of signature rejections by
me and the managers. I do not know how many times the managers reversed my rejection
of the signatures. I was not able to see that information. I do know that observers were
not watching the work of the managers above me who had the ability to change my
rejection of signatures. If one of the managers changed by rejection, then that should be
recorded under their name in the computer records of the EVRT program.

The reversal of signature rejections was handled through a process of curing. This was
after the last level of managers still disapproved of the envelope signature it would go to
the process of calling the voter to cure the signature. We had a script to talk to the voter
or leave a scripted message for them to call the Star Center, which was a third-party
contractor that worked completely off-site but had the same access to the voter’s file
information as we did on the computers at MCTEC, to cure their affidavit signature. My
understanding of the Star Center’s curing process was to verify information from the
voter’s file, i.e., the last 4 of their SS #, driver’s license #, street address, full name and
any other identifying information in their file. It is my understanding that the Star Center
was able to cure and did cure ballots, but were not able to see the actual ballot with the
signature on it. It is my understanding that the Star Center work was not monitored with
observers, whereas my work was required to be monitored by observers. Since they had
the ability to cure and reverse the rejection of signatures, I do not know why their work

was not monitored by observers.



18.

19.

Part of the process for curing ballots that had been rejected for bad signatures, was for the
part-time employees to call a number for the voter and speak with a person they thought
could be the voter. They would ask for personal identifying information (“PII”) to
confirm the person and ask them if they were the voter, but the person who allegedly
voted was never able to see the signature to see if it was their signature, they would
simply say they were the voter, give some PII, and say they signed the affidavit.

There were times that the curing workers called voters that had rejected signatures and
those alleged voters would tell us that they never voted. For example, we had some
college students who said they never voted and did not sign the ballots. Obviously, we
voided those ballots, but as long as the person on the phone said they were the voter, and
was able to give some PII, it is my understanding that those ballots were approved and

went on to the ballot processing, even if the signature was previously rejected.

20. The permanent employee managers were Tony (Antonio) Ortiz, or Aloma Richmond or

21.

Michelle Acker. They had more experience and were trained on curing poor signatures.
When they cured a ballot that had been signed by the spouse, it is my understanding they
would just put a label on the affidavit with the voter’s name on it that said the husband or
wife had signed the affidavit for the other as a type of household signature exchange. The
ballot would then go to Runbeck for scanning and the green ballot envelope would go
through the same signature verification as any other ballot envelope.

On the last day of work, November 15, we were asked by manager Celia to go through
perhaps 5,000 to 7,000 ballots, that had already been rejected at levels 1, 2 and 3. We
were asked to go to the SHELL program and to only find one signature that matched the

green envelope, even if all other signatures in the program did not match the green



envelope. The implication from Celia is that was desperate to get the work complete and
that she wanted the ballots approved. These 5,000 to 7,000 ballots had already been
through the full level 1, 2, and 3 process and been rejected. Therefore, I do not know why
were going through them again, and that is why it seemed that Celia wanted them

approved.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the above is truc and correct.

Signed:  {/; !
onne Nystrom

Date: [/ 2-7- AR
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VOTING OPTIONS
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BALLOT FLAGGING
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SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

Tralning & System
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COMMON TERMINOLOGY
Letterforms
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Curing

Questionable Signature
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Bl PARTISAN PROCESSING BOARDS
General Flow
1. Marerials Checked-Board cenfirms materials received
2. Complete Paperwark-Board completes required paperwork
3. Process Tray-Paperwork is checked for completeness and accuracy
4. Package Materials Trays go through quality control {QC) and are moved to the BTC
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CONFIRM BALLOT MATCHES AFFIDAVIT
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UNFOLD BALLOTS, STACK IN 108
& REVERSE FOLD
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DUPLICATIONS

* Duplicallons—or any Il goliy
0 duplication must be tied back
to the source.

+ Stampthe baflot

* Fill inthe required
information.

+ Liston BV Bailot Report
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ASSEMBLE WORK
» Separate Early Ballot Report sheets Assembled tray should look like this:
» PINK copy goes with ballots e I
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TRANSFER OF CUSTODY
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POST ELECTION
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ACCURATE AND RELIABLE

Prlor to an election, we test 100% of 2l tabulawos
and accassible voting devices.

JRE & ~
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LDT TABULATION EQUIPMENT T

MONITORED 24-7 :
Thero b restrictad sccers to the tabulation srea snd
cameis stream live 267 at Maricopavate

NO INTERNET CONNECTIONS [

ar in the Ballot
Conter are connecicd to the Intemet.

HOW SECURE ARE TABULATORS?
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IMPROVED TABULATION PROCEDURES
¥ Certified: Equipment is EAC (Federal) & SOS (State) Certified
v Fast: Counts ballots faster 6-8K per hour
v Accurate: Confimed by hand counts performed by the
political parties, audits, and accuracy tests
' Secure:
* Nolnrernet Connections
* 24}y Live Video Streams
* Physical and Loglcal access restrictions
* Strkt Chislnof Custody and Logging
A Qe e ey e > LN
SECURITY & INTEGRITY
Security
O rardwired isoiated 2ir-Qappes aetork
O 24~7Lwe cameraferd
O Restnded dcczhy
© Enoypred dau L memary cards.
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© Orapalbed copy bakass are stored under camera
© Vet < Rearicted acces
Integrity
© Logk & acamay Tetung perfarmed tefore and shes tvery
° fé‘.';:m hand count versfeateon perfarmed by polat
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In PersonVoting
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WORKSTATIONS

* Assigned seating

* No personal items

* All belongings in bin under the table
* Two shifts per day

* Clean workstation at the end/beginning of every shift

2N
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TIME & PAYROLL

* Workday system (payrofi)

¢ Physical timecard

* Daily roll call

* Payroll schedule {approval and paycay}®

* Sick fime accrual of .0333/hour [cop at 40 hotrs o calendar vear)

* Overtime (1.5 time after 40 hours worked)
T
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TIME & PAYROLL

* Business hours
* lunch time
* Broaks

* CalkIn policy: Cantact your supervisor at least 30 minutes before the
start of your work shift If you will be running lale or absent. {480} 492-3087

&3

10/10/2022
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FOOD & DRINK

* Drinks can be at workspace in o sealed container and splll proof
* Access fo the water and ice machine

* No food or shacks left overnight

* Encouraged insulated bag with ice pack

* Coffee

@

N’
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CODE OF CONDUCT

* Employees shall be honest, ialr, and courteous while working or
Identified as Employees of Maricopa County.

* No polltical or religicus discussions

* While In our official capacity, all employees are expected to
remain nonpariisan

* Front page of newspaper test

« Social Media

48
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SECURITY-SITUATIONAL AWARENESS

* See Something, Say Something

¢ Security Onslie

* Be aware of your environment

« Fay attenlion to what's going on around you. Look for things
that seem odd or out of place, or that could be dangeious

49

VIDEO SURVELHENCE

* Live Feed on Maricopa Elections webpage

* 80 cameras

* Securty Purposes and Arizona Revised Statutes

Live Feed
P
%]
<=
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TECHNOLOGY
¢ Password protection
¢ Access to systems for business reasons only
* Public Record Requests {PRR)
¢ Phishing
A

51
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TECHNOLOGY
« Using county fechnology resources for iifegal, inappropriate,
obscene, palifical or personal gain is prohiblted
* All USB drives are deaciivated
* No device charging
5
ot
52
TECHNOLOGY
* No fechnology used af workspace (i.e.. cell phones}
* No headphones
*» Cell phones are on sllent and stored away in storoge container R .
S
* Taking phoios, texting. or recording in the work arec are
prohibited
53
SUPPLIES
¢ Clorox Wipes
* Personal Protective Equipment [PPE) is ovailable
* Red Pens
]
g5
=
54 .
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DRESS CODE & OTHER PRACTICES

* Fragrance and perfume free environment
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FIRE ESCAPE AND PLAN™

72 Ssomeratie 4 L
§ MCTEC Fire Assembly Aca |

OTHER EMREGENCY CONTACTS

EMERGENCY PHONE NUMBERS

| DNIROESCY oy - The-Pouaedie 1

P — [y
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Phoacin Potcr @nes |
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1502020
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57

19



10/10/2022

N
PARKING AND ACCESS TO THE BUILDING
* First come. first serve parking
* Announce yourself at gate and ho'd badge 1o the camera
¢ Enter at the front lobby
* Temporary staff may not enter the workspace more that five min
early
* Restricted areas in the bullding-remaln in your designated area
58
PARKING AND ACCESS TO THE BUILDING
=
59
MEDICAL EMERGENCY
(53 lffg
60 ~
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DRUG FREE/SMOKE FREE

Employees may smoke or vape only In the designated smoking areas
at each facility and during thelr assigned break and lunch times. Extra
smoking/vaplng breaks are prohibited. Please be advised that smoking
s prohiblted on all county property.

£

10/10/2022
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POLITICAL OBSERVERS

* Political observer per room (per party) in signature
verification, ballot processing and ballot tabulatlon center

* Designated spofs In the room

* All questlons are directed to the Ambaossadors in the

space.

62

INCIDENT REPORTING

* Immediately report any incident ihat occurs on the to
your supervisor.
* Injuries
* Falls
+ Accldents
* Vehicle Accidents

21



10/10/2022

BONUS

* Combined hours and weeks worked during Primary
AND/OR Generdi Elections

* Two tiers
* 240 hours AND four weeks=$1.000
* 400 hours AND eight weeks=$1.750

* MCTEC temps onty
* Pald in December 2022

* {emporary ogencles %

64

o

QUESTIONS?

65 .
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Maricepa County Elections Department

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

GISERAL FLECTION 2032

10/11/2022

AGENDA

.
TUHDAMEHTALY
ANATOMY OF THE EARLY VOTING PACKET
VA3t evelapa andbalit
¢ etam
REVIEW CHARACTEZRISTICS
\‘_/ ¢ oad and Lol
COMPUTER SYSIEM-Ecrly Yotng Retum (EVRT)
< Rl ENmghnn
SCINARIDS
CURNG
v venbed
7 Kot verficd
7 wngizon:
VOTER CONIACT LABEL
AUDINNG

LAWS AND GUIDELINES

Secrotory of State Signakure Verificatien Guide (July 2020)
Atzana Hections Proceduie Marual (EFM 2017}
Adizong Revised Siatutes Tile 14 Eloctions and Elacton
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FUNDAMENTALS

SIGNATURE ON BAR(Y VOTING AFFIDAVITw(DENTIFICARON
7 Compan the sigratirs 0 alfudvet envepe weh thavetark epnanue 1 the meord
v P ¥

& Firdava tarvelapsa, AEVL requesis)

VERIFIED SIGNATURES
7 rdniendinging mak
v Frepa tnt
wo
¥ Amesanglulatemptio toctact wier
< Patketieryos seedand yeced
CURING

¥ Mo et Electan Nuyht 1PM (Araers tred

7 Ouestianadle Lgrslore-Novermber 16 5PV iAngaas el
UNCURED PACKETS

¢ Rajocs o canmwets (e 6s3ncur and bad 1gastony

¥ Remain seated axd baflots not counted

GENERAL ELECTION TIMELINE

lmportant Claction Datcs

SEP1. 24 ocL 1N

Maitaryand Vuter
Ourseas Regiaranan
Deadlne

0Ct1.28 NOV. 1

LanDayo LaslDayto
Requesto Bullet MarBack
nthe Mal YourBallet

VOTING OPTIONS

November General Electlon

(gt recammiondud day 1 g back ansardy hilley
. Dropit Qff f

* Scrwre Balot Diop Buses

VML T

3. In Person

* 27-days of coily voting

* OnElection Day
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DIE WHAT IS A VOTE CENTER

10/11/2022

VOTE CENTER LOCATION INFORMATION

Find Out Where You Can Vote

WHAT VOTERS NEED TO KNCW

* Find Hours and Locations
* Sort by Shortest Wait-times

¢ Caltat 602- 506-151 with questions or
tofind alocation

2,
o

EARLY VOTING PACKETS

R
- Geneta! Election dafiot
» Eady Voting Insiructiors and Sticker
» Graen Afficavil Envelope
+ Ful Textinsend
+ Yeliow Carier Envelope
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Maricopa Counly
has a sobust mulliple
llered system fo
review 100% ol the
sighatures on early

voling packeis,
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SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

Shx Broad Charactedsilcs
* Type & speedofwnung
* Querall spacing, size and praporvon
- PostonofSignsture
* Speling
Five local Characterblics
* lntarnai Spaong
« Sze snd Proporumn of lenescombo of lefters
+ Curves, faopa, ond cress peanty
* Presence arabsence of pen ths.
* Beginang and Ending Kreke

@
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BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
Evaluating the entire signature
* Type of writing ® Overallsize &
o . Proportion
® Speed of writing a Sloe
* Style of the writing 0 Spelling
9 Qverall spacing ® Aligninent
13
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
8 Type of wilting
® Hand printed, cursive, or o mix of the two
¥ Generational
- : T
EATRY
b D Jona s
’ ! ¢
i
%j
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BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
8 Speed of wiiting/Pressure
& Dynumic due to repefition
s ink line ithick vs. natural}
& Assess the appearance of ihe terminal siroke
* Naiural sfrokes tapered or blunt
foo B gt Atlmen.
(ut
15
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BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
® Sty of wiilng
@ [efferform
a Siyle can very but iarge shifts can happen over tme
= Overdllspadng
& Space beiween the names
Sakws,  Sen Ao .
@
16
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
* Overal sze & Proportion
¢ Tha sze of the signature Inrelation to the space avaliable
9 Telescoping
8 Height of the uppercase 1o lowercse
* Heignts and widlhs of the strokes N
e il
u—'iulwr? 'l.,,-;H
17
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
= Sant
8 left, Upright, and Right
et Bl
FEN
&y
[
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BROAD CHARACTERISTICS

8 Spefing
¥ lsthe rame wrong (John vs. Jon, Sarah vs. Sara)

iy

ol 2 d .
Snams. Jan Adasa,

10/11/2022
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BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
* Aflgnmen!
° Placement of the signature relaiive to signature Ine or baselne
® Middle, left justiied, right jusifed
&
=
20
BROAD CHARACTERISTICS
if the broad characterstics are deardy constent you may accept
the sgnafure (marked s good). I not, move onto review the kocat
charocientstics.
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LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS
Evaluating the specific letter or combination of
letters.
® Internal Spacing
8 Size and Proportion of
lettersfcombo of letters
@ Curves, loops, and cross points
® Presence or absence of pen lifts
22
LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS
*Infemal Spacng
@ Rekafiorship between succesive letters should be reasonably
sirnilor.
[T, . o N
oy o g Lt
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LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS
® Curves, loops and cross ponts
C'- . \ drrrnerrn
427 | s
)
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LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

* Sze and proportion of lefters/combo of lefters

8 Space between the latters
/;~~,. - . Z_...Z’

' N

LT TOmd

10/11/2022

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

@ Penfts
e May be subile or dumatic
* found in both genuine and frcudulent sgnatures

ﬁ ,{;
= OO Bo.ii

LOCAL CHARACTERISTICS

= Begnning and ending sircke
/- , 1 o
i
o Y .
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CAUSES FOR INCONSISTENT SIGNATURES

QNafural shifis and changes overtime
QOMatuing (18 years old versus 40 years old)
QDeterioration with age

Qintentlonatly altering

Qrrofessional versus personal signature
Qwiiting surface

Owriting instrument

QOMedical diagnoss

10/11/2022

SIGNATURE VERIFICATION

oM af ugnatice records revievred by humans
RT———

User Leval

¥ One decaion poved Good o Exceptran

¥ Compare curent offara mageagamst 8 stonca) synuture {vp 10 sheee mox teteet w chronobgeal esdeq
7 Aness vehada w01 egritmLon forms and prevons sarly vy aldova enetlopes

7 Aeceptors Mataged t the mwaagy queoe o ketbes revien

Manager Leve!

7 A Labory o
¢ irdabls sgrsnses e dremedguad

4 Signeves thar cantb 4 4 wlbe physcaty renered andlelbwih
Avdd

< Adrdonaed 1%audt & pertormed on evesy btch fapproamitay 1k recordy
' Audgi requatd before thebatch conbe complited
7 ncludes recorés made